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grace and distinction. He seems to have borrowed his departments from Harrington, the distilled unity of power from Turgot, the rule of the mass of taxpayers over the unproductive class above them, from the notion that labour is the only source of wealth, which was common to Franklin and Adam Smith. But he is piofoundly original; and, though many modem writers on politics exceed him in genius and eloquence and knowledge, none equal him in invention and lesouice.*
This is a higher claim than has been made by Taine or Sorel or Vandal 01 Aulard, but it would have been endorsed by Mirabeau, who wrote to Roederer in the course of debate that Sieves was a man of genius who inspired his veneration and tendei love.1
Upon the subject of the breach between the Revolution and the Church we should naturally expect to learn much from Lord Acton. That it was injurious to the French character, that it has been the cause of a permanent rift between two sections of the French nation, that it ha&> been provocative of a vindictive, illiberal spit it which has more than once disgraced the political annals of France, all this is part of the accepted btock of knowledge. But why did it happen? Was it inevitable? Who was to blame? Loid Acton's answer to these questions will, perhaps, surprise some of his readers. Aftei .showing the close connexion between the Galilean Church and the order of things which the Assembly was resolved to destroy, he goes on to consider the financial causes which led to the appropriation by the State of Church pioperty, and the provisions of the Civil Constitution of the Clergy consequent upon that measure and devised to settle the government and finance of the disendowed Church. He does not deny that the change was sweeping, but he is concerned to show that the pnndple upon which the Civil Constitution was fiamcd found support in borne parts of the ecclesiastical tradition. Under the Constitution, the bishop was to be
1 Roederer, (Suvres, iv. 173. Lord Acton had clearly consulted the Notice stir la Vie de Sttykt [Brit Mu& R. 93], Roederer, who reviewed the pamphlet m the Journal de Paris, February xa, 1795, had no doubt that it was written by Sie*ycs himself ((Evvres, iv. 304)